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Abstract
A wide variety of correctional programs have incited a debate regarding the utility and
worth of programs within the correctional system. For some, programs are assigned strict
qualifications and this narrow focus limits those that are “worthy”; all else are “correctional
quackery.” These harsh limitations do not allow for the consideration of secondary
outcomes as measurements of value. Using negative binomial regression, this study
examines 449 state correctional facilities to consider associations between program
availability (categorized as correctional quackery or not) and incidence rates of violent
assaults among inmates. The minimal significant results yield inconclusive findings but do
offer some possible insights for programs negatively associated with inmate-inmate
assaults. Considerations for future research and implications are discussed.
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Introduction
According to the Bureau of Justice Statistics’ report on U.S. prisoners in 2017, the
population of incarcerated individuals is the lowest it has been in almost 20 years (Bronson
& Carson, 2019). While this decrease marks an improvement, correctional facilities have
also seen an enormous increase in rates of violent assault. In 2015 alone, there were almost
25,000 allegations of sexual violence in adult facilities; a 63% increase from 2011 (Rantala,
2018). Of the substantiated incidents, more than half were found to have been committed
by other inmates. For correctional facilities, the safety of staff and inmates is of utmost
importance and immediate concern. Prior research has suggested a link between program
availability and reducing violence in correctional facilities (Gaes & McGuire, 1985;
McCorkle, et al., 1995; Randol & Campbell, 2017; Steiner & Wooldredge, 2019).
Therefore, implementation of adequate programs is significant not only for post-release
impacts, but on inmate behaviors during incarceration as well.
Despite the existence of hundreds of programs, the utility of many have incited
debate about the value of correctional programs and whether or not they “work.” In
correctional literature, the primary measurement of the success of a program is its impact
on the reduction of recidivism. Many scholars believe these empirically supported
programs that reduce reoffending are the only programs worthy of implementation in
correctional facilities. Correctional programs that are not linked to decreasing recidivism
via empirical findings have been deemed by some scholars as “correctional quackery”
(Gendreau, Smith, & Thériault, 2009). Such a label suggests that the legitimacy of these
programs should be questioned as they may have the potential to do more harm than good.
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While reductions in reoffending are undoubtedly important and necessary, this solitary
measurement does not consider secondary or intermediate outcomes that may have
additional valuable impacts. Subsequently, others argue that the attribution of this solitary
measurement narrows the scope of program utility. They suggest that additional benefits
support the inclusion of alternative programs in the correctional environment. While there
is validity to the concerns raised by quackery proponents, dismissing correctional programs
that do not reduce recidivism could prevent other benefits such as behavioral changes (e.g.,
institutional misconduct), feelings of fulfillment, and prosocial attitudes (Lee & Stohr,
2012).
As this debate continues, it is important to note that aspects of quackery
programming have yet to be adequately tested by examining the effects of such programs
in comparison to those that would not be deemed as quackery. This study considers
program availability in 449 state correctional facilities, over three waves of data collection
from 1995, 2000, and 2005 and examines the associated rates of inmate-on-inmate violent
assaults in an effort to address this debate over program utility. The following sections will
further elaborate on this dispute, apply theory to misconduct in correctional facilities, and
summarize the findings of Randol and Campbell’s (2017) preliminary research on the topic
of inmate violence and program availability.
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Literature Review
Correctional quackery and programming
In criminology and correctional literature there lacks a consistent perspective of the
utility of correctional programs; some scholars perceive particular programs as “quackery”
while others suggest alternate uses. This debate questions whether or not programs that are
not empirically shown to reduce recidivism have utility in the correctional setting.
Gendreau, Smith, and Thériault (2009) argue that there is a strict distinction between
programs that have value (i.e., evidence-based practices that reduce recidivism) and those
that do not, which they term “correctional quackery.” From their perspective, programs
that fall into the correctional quackery category have no place in the criminal justice system
as they waste resources and are manifestations of “bad common sense.” These “common
sense” programs are often derived from personal experience and require no training,
education, or research. Gendreau et al. (2009) note an example of a program stemming
from personal experience from 1994 about the continued use of boot camps in Georgia
despite a lack of evidence. Regardless of the absence of empirical data supporting boot
camps, the ex-Marine governor’s own positive experiences with bootcamps persuaded him
to perceive them as a “common sense” solution. In his eyes, if boot camps provided benefits
for himself, then they certainly could help delinquent Americans. However, the lack of
supporting empirical data, particularly for correctional populations, indicates that boot
camps would not be an appropriate correctional program. Additional popular examples of
correctional quackery programs include yoga, pet therapy/training, art, and literacy classes.
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Acknowledging that there exist some issues with programs that are rooted in
popularity or the aforementioned “bad common sense”, Lee and Stohr (2012) however,
offer an opposition to the notion of correctional quackery. They propose that branching
outside the rigid criminological structure encourages creative and collaborative
possibilities. Essentially, they argue that recidivism should not be the only measurement of
a worthwhile program. Decreased costs, mental and physical health benefits, and orderly
facilities (i.e., reducing institutional misconduct) can also serve as important and
meaningful measures. Such measures are understood as intermediate outcomes. Lee and
Stohr (2012) note that intermediate outcomes such as learned coping mechanisms, life
skills, physical health impacts, reduced stress levels, and experiences of belonging are all
important for what some may call quality-of-life or stabilizing factors (Taxman & Caudy,
2015). An integration of criminology with a multitude of other disciplines such as
sociology and psychology encourage growth in alternative means to targeting criminogenic
attitudes. While Gendreau et al. (2009) suggest that programs with no theoretical basis can
have damaging implications, Lee and Stohr (2012) argue that programs based in theory
outside the discipline of criminology can still have merit beyond recidivism rates.
Intermediate Outcomes
A multitude of research studying impacts of individual “correctional quackery”
programs have found positive outcomes outside the traditional measurement of recidivism.
Three studies about rescue dog training programs in correctional settings found that
inmates experienced empathy, calmness, better moods, self-reflection, stress relief, and the
ability to better process emotions (Cooke & Farrington, 2016; Smith, 2019; Smith & Smith,
4

2019). These measurements are not directly related to recidivism but they mark human
growth and trajectory toward prosocial attitudes that improve quality of life.
Similarly, research examining yoga and meditation in correctional facilities found
that it not only gave inmates “something to do” but it also reduced stress and depression
while increasing self-esteem, and improved sleep (Auty, Cope, & Liebling, 2017; Bartels,
Oxman, & Hopkins, 2019). While the practice of yoga may not directly result in reduced
reoffenses, the short-term intermediate outcomes can benefit an inmates physical and
mental health. In another study, working in HIV peer classes were found to be correlated
with lower misconduct rates (Collica-Cox, 2014). The researchers noted that the overall
involvement and desire to continue working in the program motivated positive behavioral
conduct.
These examples highlight only a small subset of “correctional quackery”
programing and some of their positive intermediate outcomes. There are many other
programs including, but not limited to horticulture grounds maintenance, art classes,
religious groups, and book clubs that have additional measurements of success. These
alternative positive outcomes foster prosocial attitudes that are likely to have a spillover
affect into aspects of life outside correctional facilities. Most important for justice officials,
is safety. As a result, the measurement of infractions will be discussed subsequently as a
possible alternative, or intermediate outcome.
Intermediate outcomes are perhaps most apparent in correctional institutions as
they often take the form of misconduct or rule infractions. Influencing the frequency of
misconduct, particularly violent misconduct, has been recently examined empirically. In
5

2017, Randol and Campbell studied factors within 487 state and federal correctional
facilities and their correlation with rates of inmate-inmate and inmate-staff violence. One
of the factors they consider is the relationship of available correctional programs and the
instances of these inmate assaults. While they found an association between broadly
defined programming availability and reduced inmate-inmate assaults, the only program
negatively associated with inmate-staff assaults was farming and agriculture. Horticulture,
like farming and agriculture, is one of the classic examples Gendreau and colleagues (2009)
reference as correctional quackery.
Misconduct in Correctional Facilities
Depending on the lens through which inmate misconduct is considered, there are
three primary theories that can be used to explain predictors for these infractions:
importation, situational, and deprivation theory. Importation theory emphasizes that an
inmate’s pre-existing individual characteristics and history are central to predicting
behavior while incarcerated (Hochstetler & DeLisi, 2005; Irwin & Cressey, 1962; Jiang &
Fisher-Giorlando, 2002). For example, inmates with extensive criminal histories and issues
with self-control, anger, and antisocial attitudes are predicted to have a greater number of
incidents of misconduct. Instead of focusing on the characteristics of individuals,
situational theory attributes infractions to reactions to the dynamic features of the facility’s
environment (Endler & Magnussun, 1976; Jiang & Fisher-Giorlando, 2002). These
features can include crowding, staff and inmate characteristics, and the rigidity of a
facility’s surveillance. Finally, deprivation theory states that the strict rules, limited
freedoms and privileges, and high stakes environment in correctional facilities create strain
6

and tension among inmates that make it difficult to adapt to life in prison and result in
misconduct (Hochstetler & DeLisi, 2005; McCorkle, Miethe, & Drass 1995; Sykes, 1958).
Jiang and Fisher-Giorlando (2002) look at these three models to examine their
effectiveness in the explanation of incidents of violence among inmates and upon staff.
Their study used data from a Southern men’s state prison and three variables looking at
violent versus non-violent misconduct, misconduct against staff, and misconduct against
inmates in reference to each of the three theoretical models. Several of the variables
indicating the situational model include correctional officer race, their years of education,
and the racial composition and differences in education between officers and inmates. For
the importation model, variables include characteristics and behaviors of inmates such as
their race, age, education level, conviction history, and relationship status. Finally,
deprivation indicators include sentence length, length of time served, and type of housing
unit. Jiang and Fisher-Giorlando found that the dependent variable which focuses on
incidents between inmates indicated that the situational and importation models better
explain these occurrences (2002). However, findings indicated that all three models were
significant in explaining violent incidents in general. It is important to note that while the
deprivation model was not considered the best model for inmate-inmate violent offenses,
this study does not consider the availability of programs as an indicator of deprivation.
Therefore, the study’s lack of support specifically for inmate-inmate violence and
deprivation theory still warrants further investigation.
In their study of inmates at a midwestern, male correctional facility, Hochstetler
and DeLisi (2005) examined infractions and their associations with deprivation and
7

importation theory measurements. For measures of importation, Hochstetler and DeLisi
questioned inmates to assess their antisocial attitudes, self-control, and anger management
in addition to prior prison offenses. One of the deprivation measurements considered an
individual’s involvement in the “inmate economy,” which refers to the transactions of
prohibited goods and services in exchange for money or other possessions in prison.
Questions about an inmate’s substance use, loaning of goods, and payment for services
such as chores while incarcerated were used to create a measurement of an inmate’s
participation in the inmate economy (Hochstetler & DeLisi, 2005). The involvement in the
inmate economy illustrates the pressure to act out as a result of strict limitations and desire
to have access to forbidden items (Hochstetler & DeLisi, 2005). Not only are these
activities and their exchange criminogenic, but their lack of positive, pro-social, influences
creates tension that encourage conflict. Hochstetler and DeLisi (2005) found that the
measurement for inmate economy was highly predictive of misconduct as it encourages a
system of haves and have nots. This specialized economy fosters stress through a constant
craving of goods and activities that in other contexts, may not have been restricted.
Likewise, a limited offering of programs leaves little opportunities for prosocial
interactions and activities outside the rigid correctional routine. Similar to the defiant
inmate economy, the restricted (or deprived) freedoms of life while incarcerated creates
stress and tension that, given no positive outlet, may escalate and be expressed through
physical and sexual violence with other inmates.
Although the complexities and interrelated causes for misconduct can be explained
through a combination of the three theories, the current study will demonstrate that a focus
8

of program availability and its relation to violent assaults among inmates is best illustrated
by the deprivation model. Offering a variety of programs can help mediate the stress and
tensions from rigid limitations and promote a degree of normalcy. I argue that wide
availability of correctional programs allows for inmates to engage in activities that allow a
semblance of freedom and agency and motivate pro-social, positive, behaviors that reduces
violent assaults.
In their 2017 research mentioned above, Randol and Campbell identified
associations between program availability and inmate violence using the same Census data
as this current study. Their results for inmate-on-inmate violence indicated support for
deprivation theory as the general availability of programs was associated with a reduction
of violent assaults among inmates. Results from the panel data analysis of the three waves
of data showed that half of the program groupings were significant predictors of decreased
inmate-inmate assaults. Specifically, were programs addressing substance abuse, sex
offenders, family and life skills, and education.
Remaining gaps
While Randol and Campbell’s (2017) variables for correctional programs were
broadly categorized by type (e.g., educational programs or cognitive behavioral treatment),
they were not aiming to distinguish between correctional quackery and evidence-based
programming. There have been numerous qualitative studies that provide individual
support for correctional quackery programs such as yoga and dog training (Auty, Cope, &
Liebling, 2017; Bartels, Oxman, & Hopkins, 2019; Collica-Cox, 2014; Cooke &
Farrington, 2016; Smith, 2019; Smith & Smith, 2019). And many more empirically
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supported studies for programs that reduce recidivism (Aos, Miller, & Drake, 2006; Drake,
2007; Lipsey, Landenberger, & Wilson, 2007; Wanner, 2018). In spite of Randol and
Campbell’s and these prior studies, attention has not yet been given to the combined
consideration of the dispute in utility of correctional quackery programs and correlations
to inmate violence. Therefore, this study aims to address some of the elements of the
correctional quackery debate in efforts to expand the perception of success beyond a single
outcome and encourage further research into the value of intermediate outcomes of
alternative programs.
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Methodology
The current study expands on Randol and Campbell’s 2017 research through an
alternative categorization of available correctional programs that speaks to the debate of
utility in “correctional quackery” programming. Specifically, this study separates the
effects of those programs that meet the definition of correctional quackery (which will be
defined in subsequent sections) and those that do not. This extension of Randol and
Campbell’s study includes a secondary analysis of the same state and federal correctional
data, although refines the focus by only considering violent assault rates between inmates
at facilities with available programs coded as correctional quackery, and those that are
rooted in evidence-based practice. This research aims to answer the question: What is the
impact of “correctional quackery” program on the number availability of assaults among
inmates in the correctional setting, as opposed to those programs that have been empirically
supported? Given the debate on correctional quackery and its utility, and the lack of
evidence connecting quackery programs to misconduct outcomes in prison, the hypothesis
for this study is the null:
Hypothesis: The existence of programs defined as correctional quackery will result
in similar rates of inmate-inmate assaults as the availability of
programs that do not meet the definition of correctional quackery.
Data and Design
This study uses data from the Bureau of Justice Statistics 1995, 2000, and 2005
Census of State and Federal Adult Correctional Facilities. These data sets include
information such as facility demographics, populations, conditions, assaults, and treatment
programs provided in the facilities.
11

Facility Eligibility Criteria
The data sets from the Census of State and Federal Adult Correctional Facilities
used in this research contained a variety of facilities with an initial 1,500 facilities in 1995,
1,668 in 2000, and 1,821 for 2005. Depending on the type of facility, as noted by Randol
and Campbell (2017), there may be distinct structural and cultural differences between
facilities due to differences in the housed populations, many of which would skew the
findings. As a result, any facility that were specific to youthful offenders, juveniles,
women, or housed both men and women from all data sets were not eligible to be a part of
this study and subsequently removed from the data. In addition, any facilities noted as
temporary housing, work camps, halfway houses, pre-trial facilities, rehab centers,
community corrections, or conservation camps were also eliminated as they did not meet
the criteria of target population. This left several hundred correctional facilities housing
solely male inmates: 670 facilities in 1995, 649 in 2000, and 723 in 2005.
The three respective data sets span across ten years and many facilities were not
listed in all three due to closures or lack of reporting for that year. In addition, other
facilities may have been counted separately in some years, combined in others, listed under
a different name, or changed their primary function. Data regarding the location of the
facility in combination with its name were used to research and ensure accurate matching
of facilities across the years. Therefore, the sample was further reduced to include only the
remaining male correctional facilities that were reported across all three Census years
leaving 449 state correctional facilities.
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Measures
Dependent Variables
In correctional facilities maintaining safety and order for staff and inmates are of
the upmost importance. Therefore, measurements considering infractions, particularly
violent assaults, would be the most meaningful method of examining potential intermediate
outcomes of program availability. Specifically, the outcome measure used in this study is
the total number of violent physical or sexual assaults by inmates upon other inmates.
Initial research methodology by the Bureau of Justice Statistics included a measure
of the total number of these same forms of violent assaults by inmates on correctional staff.
However, a significant portion (270) of facilities had missing observations of these counts
in the 2005 Census that would have severely reduced the sample size. Therefore, this
research focuses solely on the total violent assaults between inmates.
Independent Variables
Within the field of criminology and criminal justice there does not exist a standard
definition of what correctional quackery entails. Using pertinent literature related to coding
treatment programs (Gendreau, Smith, & Thériault, 2009; Latessa, Cullen, & Gendreau,
2002; Lee & Stohr, 2012; Campbell et al., 2019) I was able to formulate a cohesive
description and definitive coding system as to whether or not a particular program is
“quackery.” Gendreau et al.’s (2009) primary contention with programs deemed to be
quackery is that they are not empirically supported to reduce recidivism. Additionally, they
criticize a lack of theoretical foundation for these types of correctional programs. Latessa
et al. state, “Correctional quackery, therefore, is the use of treatment interventions that are
13

based on neither 1) existing knowledge of the causes of crime nor 2) existing knowledge
of what programs have been shown to change offender behavior” (2002, p. 43).
Lee and Stohr (2012), while less critical of “common sense” correctional
programs, qualify quackery as lacking in empirical research specifically on the intended
population. Therefore, when coding programs offered by facilities as correctional quackery
or not, I used the following chart derived from a similar coding methodology that can be
found in Campbell, Makin, and Rijkhoff (2016) for distinguishing between punitive or
progressive rhetoric.
Table 1 provides a breakdown of how correctional quackery and non-quackery
were coded. The common categorization of correctional quackery is conceptualized in
dichotomous terms: A program is either empirically supported, reduces recidivism, is based
in theory, and follows the eight principles of effective correctional intervention, or it is
correctional quackery. Specifically, regarding the debate however, is the question of
reduction of recidivism or not. Therefore, distinguishing the programs in this data set as
correctional quackery or not will follow this strict delineation. It is important that each of
these variables is dichotomous and measures correctional quackery versus all else or not
correctional quackery or all else. Appendix A provides a breakdown of these variables.
The census survey used to compile the data included several questions that asked
the facilities to identify which, if any, programs their facility offered. Following this, was
an option to write in programs if facilities felt that none of the options given adequately
represented a program or programs that they provided. While many facilities did indicate
the offering of some of the pre-written options, a majority of the programs listed in the data
14

came from the survey’s specify option. In 1995’s reduced data set there were 123 programs
noted between the 449 facilities, out of these about 87% had been written in as the “specify”
option. Similarly, 2000 had 89% and 2005 88% of all programs were specified in this writein space. This high percentage of written in specified programs indicates the necessity of
reliance on identified program names in order to categorize them into programs that meet
the definition of correctional quackery and those that do not (see Table 1).
The aforementioned definition for correctional quackery was used to classify
programs into categories of correctional quackery or not correctional quackery. In addition,
each of the programs were grouped into the following variables: education, employment,
mental health, substance abuse, vocational, and other. A variable for each of these (one as
correctional quackery, another as not correctional quackery) make up the twelve primary
independent variables. Each of these twelve variables are dichotomous and measure
programs that are correctional quackery (1) and everything else (0). Refer to the appendix
B for detailed examples of program categorization per these delineations.
Although prison work assignments and work furloughs are not necessarily a
program per se, I include them in the list of programming based on their inclusion in other
research. Both Jung (2019) and Duwe (2018) evaluated programming and work releases
within the correctional setting and measured them as programs. In addition, Washington
State’s inventory of evidence-based and research-based adult corrections programs
categorizes prison work as a program when they conduct their evaluations (2018). Finally,
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Table 1. Coding schemes and sources for primary independent variables
Code
Source
Components
Gendreau, Smith, & - No evidence of recidivism reduction
Thériault (2009)
- Lacks theoretical basis
- Not empirically supported in correctional setting
Correctional
Quackery

Lee and Stohr
(2012)

- Measurements other than reductions in recidivism
Campbell, Abboud,
Hamilton,
vanWormer, &
Posey (2019)

Gendreau, Smith &
Thériault (2009)
Lee and Stohr
(2012)

EvidenceBased
Programing
(Not
correctional
quackery)

- “Faddish” and popularity

Campbell, Abboud,
Hamilton,
vanWormer, &
Posey (2019)

- Evaluated as research-based, promising practice, or
consensus-based ranking (as opposed to evidence-based)
- Not empirically tested with rigor, no reduction in
recidivism, does not follow the principles of effective
correctional intervention (see Latessa et al. 2002)
- Evidence-based and empirically supported with random
control trials
- Based in theory
- Evidence of reduction in recidivism
- Rigorous evaluation: more than one randomized or
statistically controlled study or one large multi side
randomized or statistically controlled study
- Reduction in recidivism
- Studied on population similar to one intended
- Program enacted using theory and past practice
- evidence based ranking
- Eight principles of effective correctional intervention

Latessa, Cullen, &
Gendreau (2002)

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Organized
Well-implemented
Well-managed/staffed
Client RNR
Program characteristics (CBT, target criminogenic
factors)
6. Core correctional practice (problem-solving, cognitive
self-change)
7. Inter-agency communication
8. Routine evaluation
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the Bureau of Justice Statistics Census of State and Federal Adult Correctional Facilities
data included prison employment under the category of programs, therefore I have
continued with this categorization.
It is also important to note the categorization of work programs as correctional
quackery. While work assignments and work releases may in fact be employment during
incarceration, these jobs do not necessarily result in direct employment upon release and if
they do, they have not been conclusively linked to reducing recidivism (Bohmert & Duwe,
2011; Maguire, Flanagan, & Thornberry, 1988; Drake, 2007; Duwe, 2014). Generally,
these work programs are found to be research based which categorizes them into
correctional quackery as they do not meet the strict evidence-based metrics.
In addition to these program measurements, six other variables associated with
inmate misconduct in are included in the analysis. The ratio of correctional staff to inmate
population in a facility has been shown to have a significant impact on the rates of violent
misconduct (Steiner, 2009; McCorkle, Miethe, & Drass, 1995). A greater ratio of
correctional staff to inmate populations increases the ability to adequately supervise
inmates and may deter them from engaging in behaviors due to the perception of a greater
likelihood of apprehension. Using the original 1995, 2000, and 2005 census data’s
variables for total correctional staff and total inmate population I computed a new variable
to represent their ratio.
Previous studies have indicated that the racial make-up of correctional populations
is correlated with the rates of assault. In particular, higher proportions of African American
inmates have been correlated with increased levels of violent assault (Steiner, 2009).
17

Steiner’s cross-sectional study of the same 1995 and 2000 Census data used in this study,
found mixed results regarding the relationship between the proportion of Hispanic inmates
and rates of assault. However, with this growing racial population within United States
correctional facilities the growing diversity in an already tense correctional climate can
foster dissension. A theory attributed as a potential explanation for these correlations and
frictions include Samson and Grove’s (1989) updated social disorganization theory where
the high concentrations of ethnic and racial heterogeneity creates barriers and obstacles to
social cohesion (Steiner, 2009). As with the to staff-inmate ratio, original variables
provided in the Census data for population of Hispanic inmates and population of African
American inmates were divided by the total inmate population for the creation of each of
their proportion measurements.
Research on the impacts of prison crowding and rates of violence have also often found a
positive relationship, noting issues of personal space and conflict over resources (Gaes,
1994; Gaes & McGuire, 1985). Crowding and availability of programs in a facility could
indicate a significant overlap if there are a lack of programs and limiting restrictions
causing frustration and leaving more time for potentially delinquent behaviors. However,
it is also important to note that other studies have found no support or mixed findings for
the impact of crowding on violence in correctional facilities (Wooldredge & Steiner, 2009;
Glazener & Nakamura, 2020). Variances in these findings do not necessarily indicate a
lack of correlation between crowding and inmate violence. As previously indicated,
nuanced differences between facilities such as resource availability and staff to inmate
ratios likely impact the outcomes for these findings. The data’s dichotomous (0=no, 1=yes)
18

Table 2: Descriptive statistics for dependent and independent measures
Measures

1995

2000

2005

30.51 (65.77)

28.72 (59.53)

21.52 (44.013)

21.60%

8.69%

4.01%

Proportion inmates African
American

0.50 (0.21)

0.47 (0.21)

0.45 (0.19)

Proportion inmates Hispanic

0.09 (0.13)

0.09 (0.12)

0.12 (0.13)

Ratio correctional officers to
inmates

0.25 (0.12)

0.25 (0.11)

0.23 (0.14)

Proportion inmates maximum
security

0.19 (0.30)

0.17 (0.29)

0.19 (0.30)

Proportion inmates minimum
security

0.42 (0.39)

0.42 (0.42)

0.43 (0.40)

Substance abuse

96.43%

94.43%

79.29%

Mental health

83.74%

75.72%

69.93%

Vocational

0.89%

6.90%

0.67%

Educational

0.22%

0.45%

1.78%

Employment

99.78%

99.78%

99.55%

Other

17.37%

99.55%

99.11%

Substance abuse

0.45%

0.67%

0.45%

Mental health

1.11%

2.67%

4.45%

Vocational

77.28%

7.13%

70.38%

Educational

95.99%

96.21%

93.32%

Employment

62.81%

60.58%

75.95%

Other

16.48%

0.22%

1.56%

Dependent variable
Inmate-inmate assaults
Independent variables
Crowding

Facility programs-Correctional
quackery

Facility programs-Not quackery

Notes: Standard deviations are listed in parentheses. N = 449.
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variable for crowding is provided in all three data sets. A correctional facility’s crowding
measurement comes from the population density: a facility’s daily average population
divided by its design capacity.
Finally, analysis includes measurements of the proportion of facilities whose
inmates are in minimum security as well as a variable for the proportion of inmates in
maximum security. As inmates whom are in maximum security have already engaged in
some form of extreme misconduct to be placed in maximum security, it is not unreasonable
to assume that it will happen again. In addition, those in maximum security have already
received sanctions and a loss of privileges that may result in a reduction of motivations for
having nothing to lose. Conversely, inmates in minimum security could be deterred by the
potential loss of privileges. Therefore, results are expected to indicate a greater rate of
violent assaults in facilities with a high proportion of inmates in maximum security. The
number of inmates in minimum and maximum security divided by the total inmate
population provided the variable for their respective proportions.
Analytical Plan
Due to the highly skewed nature of the dependent measure (counts of assault
between inmates) this study relies on a negative binomial regression to examine at the
relationship between program availability and incidents of violent assaults among inmates.
A model was conducted for each of the three census years’ data and each produced a
McFadden’s pseudo R-squared. Within each year’s model the variables’ incidence rates
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were recorded and used to interpret the expected rate of assaults. Coefficients and Rsquared values were then compared to interpret any change from year to year.

21

Results
Supporting prior research, it is unsurprising to see that for all three census data
years the ratio of staff to inmate, proportion of inmates in minimum security, and
proportion inmates in maximum security have significant associations with the incidence
rate of assaults inflicted by inmates on other inmates (Steiner, 2009). Increases in the
proportion of maximum security inmates were associated with an increase in assaults
among inmates. Conversely, increases in the number of correctional staff in relation to the
total inmate population as well as increased percentages of minimum security inmates were
associated with a decrease in assaults among inmates.
Results from Table 3 indicate that the availability of correctional quackery
programs or those not meeting the definition of correctional quackery yielded mixed
findings regarding rates of assaults among inmates. However, the fairly equal dispersion
of the few significant variables between both categories of programs fails to reject the null
hypothesis.
First, there are several programs that indicate an increase in incidence rate for
violent assaults among inmates. In 1995, facilities with mental health programs that meet
the definition for correctional quackery are associated with 64% (IRR=1.64, p=0.003) more
assaults between inmates than facilities without these programs. Mental health programs
meeting the definition for correctional quackery were also associated with greater counts
of assaults among inmates in 2000 as well; an incidence rate of assaults almost three
(IRR=2.94, p<0.001) times that of facilities without these programs. The only other
correctional quackery program subtype associated with larger counts of assaults is
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vocational at almost three times greater than facilities without vocational programs that
meet the definition for correctional quackery.
In addition, there are also several program subtypes which do not meet the
definition of correctional quackery that are also associated with greater counts of inmateon-inmate assaults: vocational, educational, and employment. In 1995 vocational programs
that do not meet the definition for correctional quackery are associated with 64% more
assaults between inmates than facilities without these programs. 1995’s dataset also found
that facilities with educational programs that do not meet the definition for correctional
quackery have an incidence rate of more than twice (IRR= 2.21, p=0.031) as many assaults
among inmates that facilities without non-correctional quackery educational programs.
These same programs are also associated with an increase in the 2005 dataset as well; an
incidence rate of a little over five (IRR=5.08, p<0.001) times as many inmate assaults as
facilities without these programs. Finally, the dataset from 2000 found that facilities that
offered employment programs which do not meet the definition for correctional quackery
were associated with 84% more assaults than facilities without them.
There are three programs however, that were significantly associated with a
decrease in incidence rate for inmate-on-inmate assaults after all other covariates were held
constant; all from the 2005 Census years’ data. First, facilities that provide mental health
programs that do not meet the definition of correctional quackery are associated with 62%
(IRR=0.28, p<.001) less assaults between inmates than correctional centers without these
programs. All of these mental health programs that were coded into this program type
included some form of Cognitive Behavioral Therapy. CBT is a well-established evidence23

based intervention that addresses distorted thinking patterns for those in the general
population as well as individuals in correctional facilities. The psychological roots of CBT
not only function to address criminogenic thinking, but also general mental well-being
(Lipsey, Landenberger, & Wilson, 2007). The targeting of thought processes assists in
problem solving and anger control both of which, while not changing the situation itself,
allow for an individual to change the way they perceive events. Mental health programs
that meet the definition of correctional quackery may have elements of improving aspects
of mental health, but lack of focus on teaching skills for changing detrimental thought
patterns. Therefore, mental health programs that do not meet the definition of correctional
quackery support previous studies regarding the significance of Cognitive Behavioral
Therapy. And subsequently, the intermediate effects on decreased incidence rates of
assaults among inmates.
In addition to mental health, in the 2005 dataset sample, facilities with employment
programs that do not meet the definition of correctional quackery are associated with 28%
(IRR=0.72, p=0.027) less inmate-on-inmate assaults than correctional facilities without
these programs. Employment programs in this category include the given option of
“employment” on the Census survey as well as programs that provide employment
counseling and preparation. Offering opportunities for employment as well as training for
job success after release, provides a source of motivation. Inmates involved in these
programs likely have a desire to acquire legal employment and are encouraged to have a
pro-social and law-abiding lifestyle. While still incarcerated, these motivations may
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produce secondary outcomes of positive behaviors that influence lower rates of violent
assaults than facilities without these programs.
Finally, the only program measurement that demonstrated a decreased incidence rate in
violent assaults among inmates and also meets the definition of correctional quackery is
substance abuse. Results from the 2005 dataset indicate that facilities with these substance
abuse programs are associated with 42% (IRR=0.58, p=0.000) less violent assaults than
facilities without. Many of the substance abuse programs coded into correctional quackery
were linked with religious components or were education-based. While these programs and
methods may not have evidence of reducing recidivism, the encouragement of pro-social
behaviors of religious involvement can reduce incidents of assault among inmates (Kerley,
Matthews, & Blanchard, 2005). Therefore, despite their lack of Cognitive Behavioral
elements or strict treatment elements, the availability of substance abuse programs that
would be categorized as correctional quackery may have secondary outcomes.
It is important to note that all three of the program categories that suggested an
association with a decrease in assaults among inmates were found in the 2005 Census
years’ data (Non-correctional quackery mental health, non-correctional quackery
employment, and correctional quackery substance abuse programs). This is supported by
the higher McFadden’s pseudo r-squared for 2005’s data indicating that this model better
predicts the outcomes. The growing body of literature and knowledge regarding
correctional programs over the past few decades suggest that program qualities are
improving and there is an elimination of those failing to produce positive outcomes.
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Table 3. Negative Binomial Regression Analysis Summary
1995
Independent Variables

2000

2005

IRR

[95% CI]

p

IRR

[95% CI]

p

IRR

[95% CI]

p

.95

[.74-1.23]

.716

.78

[.54-1.12]

.179

1.10

[.64-1.89]

.732

Proportion inmates African American

1.41

[.84-2.38]

.198

.88

[.54-1.44]

.600

1.32

[.70-2.47]

.388

Proportion inmates Hispanic

1.22

[.50-3.01]

.664

2.02

[.84-4.84]

.119

.91

[.03-.26]

<.001

.04

[.01-.10]

<.001

.03

[.01-.08]

<.001

.03

[.01-.09]

<.001

.015

4.14

[2.56-6.68] <.001

4.95

Crowding

Ratio correctional staff to inmates
Proportion inmates in maximum security

1.74

[1.11-2.73]

[3.06-8.00] <.001

Proportion inmates in minimum security

.14

[.10-.19]

<.001

.18

[.13-.25]

<.001

.40

[.29-.55]

<.001

Substance abuse

1.30

[.74-2.27]

.360

1.13

[.68-1.87]

.631

.58

[.43-.78]

<.001

Mental health

1.64

[1.18-2.28]

.003

2.94

[2.22-3.89] <.001

1.29

[.96-1.72]

.088

Vocational

2.95

[1.06-8.23]

.038

1.50

[.19-11.89]

.701

.35

[.07-1.83]

.216

Educational

4.59

[.63-33.52]

.133

.37

[.09-1.58]

.179

.44

[.14-1.34]

.146

Correctional quackery programs
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Not correctional quackery programs
Substance abuse

.86

[.18-4.08]

.848

1.49

[.45-4.95]

.517

.49

[.05-5.32]

.557

Mental health

1.31

[.48-3.60]

.602

1.62

[.84-3.15]

.153

.28

[.14-.56]

<.001

Vocational

1.64

[1.24-2.17]

.001

.32

[.04-2.42]

.270

.35

[.07-1.83]

.216

Educational

2.21

.031

1.52

.376

5.08

Employment

1.21

.122

1.84

[1.46-2.32] <.001

.72

Likelihood-ratio χ2
McFadden’s R2
BIC’

[1.07-4.56]
[.95-1.54]

[.60-3.83]

[2.789.30]
[.54-.96]

352.85, p <.001

426.36, p <.001

220.75, p <.001

.15

.16

.28

3411.509

3378.456

2714.455

<.001
.027
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Discussion
The minimal significant associations for program availability and inmate-oninmate assaults yields inconclusive findings for the support of general program availability.
For many programs in all three Census years, quackery or otherwise, the availability of the
programs is associated with an increase in inmate-on-inmate assault. It is important to
consider, however, that the availability of programs not only increases gatherings, but also
the heterogenic interaction of inmates who may not otherwise have associated (Sampson
& Groves, 1989). A greater frequency of diverse inmates coming into contact with each
other for the purpose of a program or activity, regardless the type, is likely to increase
tensions and strains. These tensions stemming from not only the general heterogeneity of
the participants, but the correctional culture is likely to increase rates of assaults.
As an alternative to the higher frequency of associated decreases in the 2005
dataset, most of the associated decreases can be found in the 1995 dataset. It is possible
that knowledge and studies examining the relationship of correctional programs and
incidents of assaults was still being developed and honed. Therefore, it is understandable
to see greater frequencies of assaults among inmates in association with programs in earlier
years where there may have been less of a robust understanding of what programs
influenced positive behaviors over negative ones. In addition, around this time there was
still emphasis on incapacitation and punishment over rehabilitation which may have driven
resources away from these rehabilitative programs. These 1995 programs associated with
an increase are correctional quackery mental health and vocational as well as noncorrectional quackery vocational and education. The greater count of assaults among
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inmates associated with both vocational programs that do and do not meet the definition
for correctional quackery in 1995 is an interesting outcome. As many other program
categories also offer a wide variety of offerings indicating a high concentration of
heterogeneric participants, the strains from this density is unlikely to be sole reason for the
associated incidents of assaults. Therefore, there may have been other factors occurring
within these types of programs that correlate with assaults.
Another interesting outcome is the high incidence rate ratio (IRR=5.08) from the
2005 dataset for educational programs that do not meet the definition for correctional
quackery. In 2005 while about 85% of correctional facilities offered education classes only
about a third offered college level programs and 165 had no educational classes (Stephan,
2008). With such low availability of these programs and market expectations of college
level education, it’s possible that the higher incidence rate of assaults between inmates at
facilities with these programs is a manifestation of the deprivation model. The limited
resources and availability for higher education may create tensions and difficulty adapting
that become expressed through physical assault.
In addition, Randol and Campbell (2017) noted similar associated increases in
assault with several types of programs. They indicate that it is important to consider that
for none of the program types (e.g. educational, substance abuse, mental health) was the
primary goal to reduce misconduct in correctional facilities. Therefore, the lack of
significant results indicating decreases in violent assaults does not necessarily imply failed
support for the availability of various programs. Instead, this prompts further research and
a panel analysis which could indicate decreases in the increased assaults over time.
29

Alternatively, with minimal information regarding the specifics of programs and
the combination of correctional Risk Needs Responsivity (RNR) model, it is possible that
these increases could be an illustration of the deprivation model. The RNR principles assert
that for best rehabilitative results, focus should be placed on individuals whom pose the
greatest risk, by addressing their criminogenic needs, and doing so through appropriate
treatment methods (Andrews, Bonta, & Hoge, 1990). The lack of details about programs
and their implementation in the Census data provides no information as to whom they may
available. Per the RNR model, many may only be open to the subset of inmates in the
higher risk category. This potential restriction of programs for higher risk inmates may
inadvertently create tensions among other inmates who are limited in their program
choices. The perceived deprivation of resources and opportunities paired with the rigidity
of incarcerated life and minimal personal freedoms may translate into misconduct and
increases in violent assault.
It is also relevant to note that over the past several decades, the quality of
correctional programs has increased as implementation is assessed and best practices
components are observed. Regular processes evaluations and research on a program’s
implementation has increased transparency and accountability, and reduced the divide
between researchers and practitioners (Miller & Miller, 2015). The continual assessment
of programs along with a growing body of knowledge for best practices fosters a better
understanding between correctional staff and researchers (Latessa, 2004). This
improvement in the frequency and methodology of program evaluations encourages
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assessments that can provide support for programs that are adhere to best practices that
subsequently impact rates of violence.
The three program categories indicating an associated decrease in assaults are likely
reflective of the forms of programs coded into those categories. For example, all programs
in the non-correctional quackery mental health category have some form of Cognitive
Behavioral Therapy elements. CBT, as previously stated, is an empirically-supported
treatment that addresses root causes of distorted thinking that can assist in the development
of problem-solving. The availability of programs implementing these strategies may not
only impact those involved, but other inmates they come into contact with. Increasing the
ability to think through conflicts and decrease impulsivity may allow that individuals to
step away from situations that have the potential to escalate and prevent a violent incident.
The second program that is with a decrease in assaults among inmates is noncorrectional quackery employment. Programs coded into this category included
opportunities for current employment as well as counseling and employment preparation.
The deprivation model suggests that conflict and stress from an inability to adapt to a new
normal, life in a correctional facility, can escalate to misconduct and assault (Hochstetler
& DeLisi, 2005). However, the opportunity for employment may provide a sense of
normalcy and stability that negates some of the adaptation difficulties. Furthermore, career
and employment preparation suggest that a degree of hope exists for prospects beyond the
strict routines; whether than indicates employment post-release or a position with the
facility during their sentence. The privilege of these opportunities creates motivation to
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maintain positive behaviors and could influence the associated decrease in assaults among
inmates.
The third program category is the only significant correctional quackery program
to show an associated decrease in assaults among inmates: substance abuse programs.
While the substance abuse programs in the correctional quackery category lack empirically
supported treatment methods and CBT components, they still provide an opportunity for
interaction outside the rigid routines of correctional facilities. Many of these programs are
faith based and support-oriented as opposed to more strict components of other substance
abuse treatment programs. An opportunity to engage in these supportive interactions that
lack the formality of other treatment may be more appealing to a greater number of inmates.
In addition, the prosocial interactions through support and faith may decrease stressors and
subsequently help an inmate adapt to life while incarcerated. This mediation of tensions
and stress supports the notion that a wide availability of programs could help address
violence and assaults stemming from feelings of deprivation.
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Limitations and Future research
A key limitation to this research is the self-reporting of program availability by the
facilities. Without detailed information regarding each program it is possible that names
seem to not meet the definition of correctional quackery, but in reality, are not actually
adequately evidence-based in practice. Latessa, Cullen, & Gendreau (2002) describe eight
key principles of effective correctional intervention; therefore, it is possible that while a
reported program name indicates an evidence-based program (therefore not correctional
quackery) it may not meet the standards in its implementation.
However, when coding programs as correctional quackery or not, I took a
conservative approach and only noted them as not correctional quackery if the reported
program title indicated an evidence-based approach (i.e. the phrase Cognitive Behavioral
Intervention). For any uncertainty, research into the program according to its reported name
generally indicated the appropriate category. All other programs that could not be coded as
not correctional quackery per the strict delineation, were classified into their respective
correctional quackery program category. Therefore, the strict definition of the types of
programs that are considered to not be correctional quackery created a clear division
between the two categories.
Even with an elimination of many correctional facilities that did not meet the study
criteria, there still exists variety in the size of the facilities. On the smaller end there were
some facilities with a population of inmates of only double digits while some of the larger
facilities had several thousand inmates. Despite these vast differences in inmate population,
I chose not to include facility population as a variable as corrections literature has not found
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significant links between population and assaults. While a location may have a large
population of inmates, they likely also have a greater square footage. Therefore, variables
that have been found to impact misconduct such as the density or crowding of facilities
were included as they indicate tensions from proximity and insufficient resources (Steiner
& Wooldredge, 2009).
Initial research plans included an outcome variable for assaults inflicted by inmates
on facility staff. However, a significant portion of these counts were missing from the data
and made the inclusion of this outcome variable unsuitable for this research. A replication
of this research with this data included could yield valuable results regarding similarities
and difference between program availability and rates of violent misconduct.
Due to the skewed distribution of inmate-on-inmate assaults, a negative binomial
regression was the appropriate statistical tool to use. However, this method also requires
the use of a dependent variable that measures count. In not using the rate of assaults among
inmates instead of the count, the data does not account for inmate assaults in relation to the
inmate population. The inclusion of a crowding measurement as mentioned above
however, has been shown to have more significance in relation to assaults than the actual
population size.
In addition, transforming the dichotomous independent variables for programs into
trichotomous would allow for a deeper analysis of differences between program
availability. This measurement would allow the comparison of incidence rate of assaults
between facilities with only a correctional quackery type of program as opposed to a
facility without a program of that type. Would facilities with these correctional quackery
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programs have rates indicating that something is better than nothing? Or might findings
indicate a greater harm and wasted resources? Transforming the independent variable in
this way could consider facilities that offer either program distinction (correctional
quackery or not), both, or neither program.
Also, the inclusion of a measure considering the number of programs at each
facility would be a beneficial in order to consider the ratio of program availability to the
population of inmates at a facility. This could provide additional information regarding the
deprivation theory and access to particular resources while incarcerated.
The intention of this research was to use cross-sectional data to examine if a
relationship existed between program availability and inmate-on-inmate assaults and if it
existed, was it positive or negative. Despite the absence of statistical analysis to consider
potential causality, this study indicates a need for further research that could investigate
possible causal relationships through methods such as paneled, pooled time-series.
The use of this macro-level data allowed for a wide scope of programing
availability at the national level and can be beneficial for indicating programs that warrant
additional research. Future research considering the nuances of meso- and micro-level
analyses could yield other measurements that could have an impact on the program
influence. For example, details regarding a correctional inmate’s motivations and reasons
for involvement in particular programs may provide valuable measures for further
examination of intermediate outcomes of a variety of programs. The programs listed in the
Census survey or written in by staff, give no detailed information regarding the details of
inmate involvement. For instance, what limitations prevent an inmate from involvement,
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what, if any, incentives are offered? Future research examining differences in programs
defined as correctional quackery or not would benefit from a consideration of nuances such
as this.
Although the Census of State and Federal Adult Correctional Facilities is conducted
every five years, the most recent available data was from 2005. Currently, the Bureau of
Justice Statistics has limited variables for the 2012 data and access is not yet available for
the 2019 data. When these datasets become available, the difference of almost ten or fifteen
years could demonstrate substantial changes in not only program availability but the
demographics of facilities. Future research should continue to examine additional years as
the Census data becomes available to continue exploring the intermediate outcomes of
correctional programs.
This analysis and research encourage a consideration of only a portion of potential
benefits of correctional programs outside of recidivism reduction. While reducing
likelihood of reoffending is a key goal of correctional systems, the possibility for other
positive outcomes should not be so quickly dismissed. Continued measurements of
alternative intermediate outcomes such as mood, stress, empathy, and feelings of
fulfillment could challenge the traditional “recidivism-reduction or bust” and expand
notions of what is considered correctional success.
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Appendix A – Primary Independent Variables

Dichotomous Correctional Quackery Program Categories
Variable
Values
CQ Education

1=Facility has this type of correctional quackery program
0=All else*

CQ Mental
Health

1=Facility has this type of correctional quackery program
0=All else*

CQ Employment

1=Facility has this type of correctional quackery program
0=All else*

CQ Vocational

1=Facility has this type of correctional quackery program
0=All else*

CQ Substance

1=Facility has this type of correctional quackery program
0=All else*

CQ Other

1=Facility has this type of correctional quackery program
0=All else*

*All else=Facility has no correctional quackery programs of this type and/or only has
programs that do not meet the definition for correctional quackery.
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Dichotomous Not Correctional Quackery Program Categories
Variable
Values
1=Facility has this type of program that does not meet the definition of
Not CQ
correctional quackery
Education
0=All else*
1=Facility has this type of program that does not meet the definition of
Not CQ Mental
correctional quackery
Health
0=All else*
1=Facility has this type of program that does not meet the definition of
Not CQ
correctional quackery
Employment
0=All else*
1=Facility has this type of program that does not meet the definition of
Not CQ
correctional quackery
Vocational
0=All else*
1=Facility has this type of program that does not meet the definition of
Not CQ
correctional quackery
Substance
0=All else*
1=Facility has this type of program that does not meet the definition of
Not CQ Other
correctional quackery
0=All else*
*All else=Facility has no programs of this type that do NOT meet the definition of
correctional quackery and/or only have programs that DO meet the definition for correctional
quackery.
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Appendix B – Coding Programs
Cognitive Behavioral Therapy or CBT is a well-established evidence-based
program that reduces recidivism among other benefits (Allen, MacKenzie, & Hickman,
2001; Aos, Phipps, Barnoski & Lieb, 2001; Pearson, Lipton, Cleland, & Yee, 2002).
However, it is important to note that there are some programs that go by a different name
but still employ the techniques of CBT. Moral Reconation Therapy, Thinking for
Change, and Aggression Replacement Training are three examples of name brand
programs. All three employ CBT techniques and (National Institute of Corrections,
2007). Therefore, programs listed under their name brand that were unfamiliar required
additional research to ensure that they met the qualifications for not correctional
quackery: evidence of reductions in recidivism.
The following chart demonstrates several examples of programs that had been
written in the space provided for “specify” on the census. This illustrates how I
determined if a program met the definition for correctional quackery or not.
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1995 data “specify” written in program coding examples
CQ or Not
Program
Reasoning
CQ*
Health and
Wellness

CQ

School

Not CQ

Counseling on
Criminal
Personality

CQ

Regardless of positive physical and mental health benefits this
type of program does not have empirical evidence for
reducing recidivism.
School does not indicate possibilities for interpretation besides
educational classes such as GED and college courses.
Education has been empirically supported to reduce
recidivism. (Chappell, 2004; Erisman & Contardo, 2005; Hall,
2015)
Targeting criminogenic thinking for reduced recidivism has
only been empirically supported when CBT techniques are
used. Without CBT or cognitive behavior in the name, we
cannot be sure this program uses those techniques. Therefore,
with the conservative approach it is coded as correctional
quackery.

Moral
Reconation
Therapy (MRT)

Not CQ

MRT is a version of CBT that has been empirically supported
to reduce recidivism. (Allen, MacKenzie, & Hickman, 2001;
Ferguson & Wormith, 2012; Little, 2006; Little, Robinson,
Burnette, & Swan, 2010; National Institute of Corrections,
2007)

Alcoholics
Anonymous
(AA)

CQ

This is an evidence-based program that targets substance
abuse. However, it is not empirically supported to reduce
recidivism.

Not CQ

ART is a “name brand” anger management program that
focuses on prosocial behaviors: action, affective/emotional,
and thought/values which reflects CBT techniques. (National
Institute of Corrections, 2007)

CQ

Anger management has only been shown to reduce recidivism
when the program employs CBT techniques. This written-in
program name gives no indication if it uses these techniques,
therefore, with the conservative approach, it is coded as
correctional quackery.

Anger
Replacement
Training (ART)
Anger
Management

*Program meets definition for correctional quackery or does not meet definition for correctional
quackery
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